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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

This case arises from a denial of Socia Security benefits. On May

5, 1993, Roger W. Taylor (Taylor), aforty-two year old male, filed

an application for disability alleging disability due to neck problems
following a car accident. Taylor has atenth grade education, served

in the Marine Corps for two years, and has relevant work experience
as alaborer, avenetian blind maker, an equipment operator for aland-
scaper, a cabinet maker, and a maintenance assistant.

The application was denied and after a hearing on June 7, 1996, an
Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) found that Taylor: (1) had not
engaged in substantial gainful activity between January 1, 1993, the
time of his alleged onset of disability, and December 31, 1994, when
hisinsured status expired; (2) had severe back and arm problems; (3)
did not meet or equal any impairment found in Medical Listing
1.05C; (4) was prevented from performing his past relevant work; and
(5) had the residual functional capacity to perform sedentary work if
he were not required to look up, tilt or turn his head, or reach over-
head. Further, avocational expert testified that given these limitations
there was work in the national economy that Taylor could perform,
and thus, the ALJ found him not disabled.

The Appeals Council declined Taylor's request to review the ALJs
decision, thereby making the ALJs decision the final decision of the
Commissioner. See 20 C.F.R. § 404.981 (West 1998). Taylor then
filed acivil action seeking review of the denia of the benefits. Both
parties consented to exercise of jurisdiction by a magistrate judge
under 28 U.S.C. § 636(c)(1). The magistrate judge denied Taylor's
motion for summary judgment, granted the Commissioner's motion
for summary judgment, and affirmed the Commissioner's final deci-
sion to deny Taylor benefits. This appeal followed.
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This Court must determine whether the Commissioner's findings

are supported by substantial evidence, see Richardson v. Perales, 402
U.S. 389, 390, 401 (1971), and whether the correct legal standards
were applied. See Hays v. Sullivan, 907 F.2d 1453, 1456 (4th Cir.
1990). Substantial evidence isthat evidence which"areasonable
mind might accept as adequate to support a conclusion." Perales, 402
U.S. at 401. The ALJ bears the ultimate responsibility for weighing
the evidence and resolving its conflicts. See Hays, 907 F.2d at 1456.
Taylor attributes the following errors to the Commissioner's decision:
(1) the ALJs finding that his impairments did not meet or equal the
impairments found in Medical Listing 1.05C is not supported by sub-
stantial evidence; (2) the ALJfailed to apply the proper standard
when assessing his pain; and (3) the ALJ failed to make adequate
credibility findings. Based on these aleged errors, Taylor asserts that
the Commissioner's decision was not supported by substantial evi-
dence.

We have reviewed the record, briefs, and pertinent case law in this
matter. Our review persuades us that the magistrate judge correctly
found that the Commissioner's decision denying benefitsis based on
substantial evidence. Accordingly, we affirm on the reasoning of the
magistrate judge. Taylor v. Apfel, No. CA-97-74-2 (N.D.W. Va. Apr.
17, 1998). We dispense with oral argument because the facts and
legal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the
court and argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



